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DECLARATI ON
Site Nane and Location

Dover Gas Light Co. Superfund Site
Dover, Kent County, Del aware

St atenent of Basis and Purpose

Thi s deci si on docurment nodifies the Record of Decision (ROD) signed on August 16, 1994, for the Dover
Gas Light Site (Site), in Dover, Kent County, Delaware. The revised renedy was sel ected in accordance wth
the requirenents of the Conprehensive Environnmental Response, Conpensation, and Liability Act of 1980, as
amended (CERCLA), 42 U.S.C. °° 9601 et seq., and, to the extent practicable, the National G| and Hazardous
Subst ances Pol | ution Contingency Plan (NCP), 40 C F.R Part 300. This decision docunent explains the factual
and | egal basis for nodifying the remedy for this Site. The informati on supporting this renedial action
decision is contained in the Admnistrative Record file for this Site.

The Del aware Departnment of Natural Resources and Environnental Control, on behalf of the State of
Del aware, concurs with the sel ected renedy.

Assessment of the Site

Pursuant to duly del egated authority, | hereby determ ne, pursuant to Section 106 of CERCLA, 42 U S. C. °
9606, that actual or threatened rel eases of hazardous substances, pollutants or contam nants fromthis Site,
if not addressed by inplenenting the response action selected in this Record of Decision Arendnment, may
present an inmmnent and substantial endangernent to public health, welfare, or the environnent.

Description of the Sel ected Remedy

This ROD Arendnent nodifies the original selected remedy which addressed soil contam nation at the
|l ocation of a former coal gas plant and ground water contam nation in the Col unbia Aquifer associated with
the former coal gas plant. This ROD Arendnent specifically nodifies the portion of the selected renedy which
addresses the contam nated soil. The principal threats associated with this portion of the Site are the
heavily contam nated soils that are in and around the remains of fornmer gas hol ders which are buried on-site
and t he non-aqueous phase liquid (NAPL) coal gas waste that sits on top of a clay lens in the top several
feet of the Col unbia Aquifer underneath the forner |ocation of the coal gas plant (the contam nated nateri al
bel ow the fornmer coal gas holders was originally going to be excavated and i s now
being included in the ground water renedy).

The sel ected remedy includes the foll owi ng maj or conponents:
Renedi al actions selected in this ROD Arendnent :

. Excavation and off-site thermal destruction of the contam nated soil inside the
buried bottonms of the former gas hol ders

. Use of soil vapor extraction (SVE) to treat contam nated soil in several areas
outside the forner gas hol ders

. Pavi ng the parking ot which is the location of the forner coal gas plant

. I ncl udi ng the upper several feet of the Colunbia Aquifer at the location of a
former coal gas plant in the ground water renmedy for this Site.
Renedi al actions remaining fromthe original selected renedy:

. Testing for, and rermoval of, any punpabl e NAPL and hydraul i c contai nnent of
the area with residual NAPL

. Natural attenuation with nmonitoring of the portion of the ground water plune that
only contains dissolved contam nation.

Decl aration of Statutory Determ nations

The selected remedy is protective of human health and the environment, conplies with Federal and State
requirenents that are legally applicable or rel evant and appropriate to the renedial action and is
cost-effective. This renmedy utilizes permanent solutions and alternative treatnent (or resource recovery)
technol ogi es to the maxi num extent practicable, and it satisfies the statutory preference for renedies that
enpl oy treatment that reduces toxicity, nmobility, or volunme as a principal elenent.



Because this renedy will result in hazardous substances remaining on-site above heal th-based |evels, a
review will be conducted within five years after commencenent of remedial action to ensure that the renedy
continues to provi de adequate protection of human health and the environnent. Such reviews will be conducted
every five years thereafter until EPA deternines that the cleanup levels set forth in the amended ROD have
been achi eved, or that the hazardous substances remaining at the Site do not prevent unlimted use and
unrestricted exposure at the Site.

<I M5 SRC 98016A>



DECI SI ON SUMVARY
I nt roduction

The U S. Environnental Protection Agency (EPA), followi ng consultation with the Del aware Department of
Nat ural Resources and Environnental Control (DNREC), is issuing this Record of Decision Arendnent (RCD
Amendnent) to address contami nated soil at the Dover Gas Light Co. Site (Site) in Dover, Kent County,
Del aware. EPA selected this remedial action in accordance with the Conprehensive Environmental Response
Conpensation, and Liability Act of 1980 (CERCLA), as anended, 42 U S. C. °° 9601 et seq., and the National Ql
and Hazardous Substances Pol | ution Contingency Plan (NCP), 40 CFR Part 300. The decision for this Site is
based on the Adninistrative Record which contains all of the supporting docunentation for this ROD Anendnent.

On August 16, 1994, the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) issued a ROD for this Site formally
outlining how EPA woul d address the Site contam nati on. The ROD di scussed two areas of the Site: the |ocation
of the former coal gas plant containing soil contam nation and ground water contanination resulting fromthe
operation and disposal practices at the plant.

The ROD was based, in part, on a future |and use assunption that pernmitted on-site construction. After
the cl ean-up deci sion, EPA was nade aware of a legally binding agreenent between Chesapeake Uilities
Corporation and the State of Delaware that restricted the future use of the Site because of the
contami nation. Because of this agreenent, Chesapeake proposed nodifying the soil cleanup to take the
restricted future | and use into account.

Based on its review of the submtted information and the views of the comunity gathered from several
public neetings held on April 30, 1997 and Septenber 9, 1997, EPA is issuing this ROD Anrendnent to change the
way the soils fromthe former coal gas plant will be cleaned up. This ROD Arendnent describes the revised
sel ected renedy for the soils and expl ains why EPA is changing the sel ected renedy.

EPA is the | ead agency for response activities at the Site. DNREC is the support agency for this
response action

Site Description and Background

The Dover Gas Light Site is in Kent County, Delaware, within the Gty of Dover. It occupies the western
hal f of the city block bounded by New Street, Bank Lane, North Street, and Governor's Avenue (see Figure 1).
From 1859 to 1948 the Site was used for the production of gas fromcoal through a process known as coa
gasification. The gas was used prinarily for lighting and cooking purposes. During this tine, various
bui | di ngs, gas hol ders, and storage areas used in the gasification process were |ocated on the
Site.

Wien the plant was closed in 1948, all the structures, except for one, were denolished. Mich of the
pl ant was renoved, but sections of the tanks and other process equi pnent containing coal oil and/or coal tar
were buried on-site. The renmining building was used by the Del aware State Museumfor storage until it was
destroyed by a fire in 1982. The Site is currently an unpaved parki ng area used by the Del aware State Miseum
and ot her nearby businesses. Site topography is generally flat.

The size of the former coal gas plant is approxinately one acre while the size of the Superfund Site is
approxi mately 23 acres due to the spread of contam nation in the ground water. Only the plant area itself has
contami nation fromthe coal gas process in soil near the surface

Contami nation was first discovered at the Site in 1984 when the Del aware Devel opnent O fice conducted
studies in preparation for the construction of a Famly Court building. Remains of the coal gasification
plant were found buried on-site and oily soil sanples yielded significant contam nation levels. As a result,
DNREC i nstal | ed and sanpled 16 nonitoring wells on and near the Site at varying depths bel ow t he ground
sur f ace

The shal | ow ground water beneath and to the southeast of the former plant |ocation was contam nated with
several volatile organic compounds (VCCS) including benzene, toluene, ethylbenzene, and xyl enes,
(collectively known as BTEX), and pol ynucl ear aromati c hydrocarbons (PAHs) such as napht hal ene and
acenapht hyl ene. A portion of the ground water contained an oily | ayer of contam nation called a non-aqueous
phase liquid or NAPL.

EPA then proposed to put the Site on the National Priorities List (NPL) in January 1987. The Site was
formally added to the NPL in Cctober 1989

For nmore information on the Site description, Site risks, and enforcement and conmunity relations
activities conducted prior to August 1994, refer to pages 1-10 of the Record of Decision issued on August 16,
1994,



Community Participation and Information Availability

The Focused Feasibility Study and Proposed Plan to nodify the ROD were rel eased to the public for
comrent on August 29, 1997. These two docunents (and other rel evant docunents) were made available to the
community in the information repositories naintained at the follow ng | ocations:



U S. EPA Region 3, Docket Room Dover Public Library

Ms. Anna Butch (3HW1) 45 South State Street
841 Chestnut Building, 9th floor Dover, DE 19901
Phi | adel phia, PA 19107 (302) 736-7030

(215) 566- 3157

The notice of availability for these docunents was published in the Del aware State News on August 29,
1997 and the Dover Post on Septenber 3, 1997. In addition, a public neeting was held on Septenber 9, 1997. At
this neeting representatives from EPA answered questions about conditions at the Site and the renedial
al ternatives under consideration. The public comrent period on the Proposed Pl an was held from August 29,
1997 to Septenber 29, 1997. A response to the comrents received during this period is included in the
Responsi veness Summary, which is part of this ROD Amendnent. These activities were undertaken by EPA as part
of its public participation responsibilities under Section 117(a) of the CERCLA and Section 300.435(c)(2)(ii)
of the NCP.

The Administrative Record includes all docunents such as data anal yses, public coments, neeting
transcripts, and other relevant information upon which the selection of the response action was based. In
accordance with Section 300.825(a)(2) of the NCP, this ROD Arendnent has becone part of the Administrative
Record.

Summary of Oiginal Remedy

EPA' s original selected renedy for the Dover Gas Light Superfttnd Site addressed the fornmer coal gas
plant soils and the ground water. It involved installing one line of ground water recovery wells at the
downgr adi ent edge of the non-aqueous phase |iquid (NAPL) contamination area and other recovery wells within
the NAPL area to renove any nobile NAPLs; allow ng the portion of the ground water plune that only contains
di ssol ved contanination to attenuate naturally to the ground water clean-up |evels; excavating contam nated
soils at the location of the forner coal gas plant and incinerating the soils off-site. The total estinated
present worth cost of EPA s original selected remedy was $13, 200, 000. See the August 16, 1994 ROD for a
conpl ete description of the original selected remedy. Note that the cost estimate in the ROD was $6, 000, 000
($3,300,000 for the soil cleanup and $2, 700,000 for the ground water cleanup). This
soil cost estimate was revi sed based on new soil volune cal cul ati ons using soil boring and contam nant
concentration informati on obtai ned since the ROD was i ssued (see the Administrative Record for nore
information).

Rati onal e for Changi ng Renedy Sel ected in 1994 ROD

On August 16, 1994, EPA, with the concurrence of DNREC, issued a Record of Decision (ROD) which
descri bed the clean-up nethod for the Dover Gas Light Site. The cl eanup nethod contai ned two major
conponents. One conponent addressed soil contamination at the |ocation of the forner coal gas plant, the
ot her addressed the ground water contam nation

For the soil, the ROD required that the surface soil be cleaned up to protect the health of the nmuseum
workers and that the subsurface soil (including the first few feet of soil below the ground water table) be
cleaned up to protect construction workers during a planned rmuseum expansi on.

Oiginally, as stated in the Novenber 1993 Proposed Pl an. EPA proposed cleaning the soil to a | evel such
that no building restrictions would be required. In this way. any type of devel opnent allowed by the
"Institution & O fice" zoning designation could occur. In response to discussions with the State, in which
the State indicated that it may expand the museum and that a school would not be built, EPA selected soil
clean-up levels that would all ow a nuseum expansi on but not a school.

During negotiations with the parties which were financially responsible for the cl eanup (which included
t he Chesapeake Wilities Corporation, State of Delaware, and General Public Wilities Corporation),
Chesapeake and the State informed EPA ofthe 1986 agreenent to limt future devel opnent of the property and
allowit to be used only as a parking lot. Qther aspects of the agreenent included Chesapeake's purchase of
anot her piece of property for the State and conpensation to the State for environnental work the State had
perforned at the Site.

In light of the agreenent, Chesapeake and the State clained that EPA's nandated cl eanup was overly
protective and costly because the State could not build on the property.

In 1995, Chesapeake submitted a focused feasibility study proposing a different clean-up strategy for
the soil which would require |less soil renoval and take into account a new future | and use assunption. Data
coll ected by Chesapeake in preparation for the soil excavation supports Chesapeake's view that a cl eanup
involving |less soil renmoval could be protective of human health and the environnment given that no further
devel opnent will occur at the Site.



Informati on obtained fromthe local citizens at a public neeting held on April 30, 1997 and fromthe
local public officials indicated a | ot of support for changing the future | and use assunption at the Site
Fol | owi ng the neeting, Chesapeake revised its focused feasibility study adding soil vapor extraction (SVE) to
the cleanup to address some of the soil contanination while using excavation to address only the soi
contained inside the forner gas holders. The NAPL material in the ground water at the |ocation of the former
coal gas plant (which would have been excavated under the original renmedy) woul d be punped, if possible, and
di sposed of off-site.

As a result of the support to change the future | and use assunption and the new soil data that shows the
soil to be less contanminated than originally thought, EPA is proposing to change the clean-up plan. Part of
this change invol ves nodi fying the overall clean-up goals at the Site. Oiginally, EPA's goal was to clean
the Site to a point, where future subsurface construction could take place. Now EPA is proposing only to
clean the Site to the extent that the ground water is protected and to use institutional controls to prevent
subsurface construction in the future. EPA is also proposing to protect the nmuseum workers, not by soi
excavation as in the original clean-up plan, but by paving the parking lot to prevent contact with any
cont am nat ed soi l

1 In 1996, Chesapeake perforned over 20 soil borings in a grid pattern throughout the | ocation of the
former coal gas plant to determ ne exactly what areas required excavation under the August 16, 1994 RCD.
Sanmpl es were collected at four depths in each boring. The data showed that the NAPL material was not as
wi de-spread as originally thought based on the data collected during the Renedial |nvestigation

EPA eval uates three alternatives in this ROD Anendnent to address the soil contam nation. The first
alternative is the current clean-up plan that involves extensive excavation and allow future property
devel opnent. The second alternative involves just excavating the gas hol ders and using SVE to address soi
contami nati on outside of the gas holders, and the third alternative involves excavating the inside of the gas
hol ders and, to a limted extent, the soil just outside of the gas holders. The second and third alternatives
al so include paving the Site for a parking lot and limting future devel oprent.

EPA' s review of the alternatives found Chesapeake's SVE proposal to offer the required protectiveness of
humah health and the environnent at the Site at a substantially reduced cost, and with fewer inpacts to the
local community. As a result, EPA's selected remedy for this Site is to address the soil contam nation with a
conbi nation of SVE and excavation. In the next section, each of the three alternatives considered by EPA to
address the soil contamnation is described in detail

Remedi al Action bjectives for the Soi
The August 16, 1994 ROD stated that:

All renedial action shall be conducted in accordance with CERCLA, the NCP
the performance standards, including the renedial action objectives and cl ean-up
goals set forth herein.

The ROD went on to list six renediation goals for the Site (pages 15-16). The sixth goal stated

[One renediation goal is] to return the soil at the forner coal gas plant to a
condition where (1) it can either be used consistently with its "Institutional &

O fice" zoning designation with no other restrictions or it can be used for the
nmuseum expansi on, (2) construction can safely take place, and (3) it no longer is a
continui ng source of unacceptable |evels of contam nation to ground water. ...

Each soil alternative identifies the specific contam nant clean-up criteria that
apply to that alternative.

This continues to be the goal for remedial Alternative #2 bel ow. However, due to current
| and use restrictions, this remedi ation goal is being changed to

The remedi ati on goal of the soil cleanup is to (1) prevent the soil contam nation
frombeing a continuing source of ground water contam nation, (2) prevent
unaccept abl e exposure to surface soil contam nation by nuseum workers, and (3)
ensure that current |and use restrictions are kept in place

This goal applies to the soil above the water table at the |l ocation of the forner coal gas plant. In the
August 16, 1994 ROD, the extent of soil remediation went down to the top of a clay lens that was two to four
feet belowthe top of the water table. As a result of this change in extent of soil renediation, the top
portion of the ground water aquifer is being added to the ground water renedi ati on described in the August
16, 1994 ROD. This area is considered part of the NAPL area and attenpts will be nmade to renove any punpabl e
NAPL.



Description of the Alternatives

EPA eval uated three alternatives to address the soil contam nation. The first alternative was the
original clean-up plan that involved extensive excavation and all owed future property devel opnent. The second
alternative involved just excavating the gas hol ders and using SVE to address soil contam nation outside of
the gas holders, and the third alternative involved excavating the inside of the gas holders and, to a
limted extent, the soil just outside of the gas holders. The second and third alternatives al so incl uded
paving the Site for a parking lot and limting future devel oprent.

NOTE: Since EPA is only changing the cleanup for the contanmi nation at the |location of the fornmer coa
gas plant, only the portion of the clean-up plan for that area is described bel ow To address the conplete
Site, each alternative would be coupled with the ground water cleanup that is currently in the ROD and is not
bei ng changed

Alternative # 1: The Oiginal Remedy (Extensive Soil Excavation)

The goal of this alternative would be to return the former coal gas plant to a condition where it can be
used for a nmuseum expansion and/or a parking lot (or use with simlar exposure to the soil subject to EPA
approval) and to protect the museum workers fromany contam nated soil. It would involve excavating soil that
exceeds contanmi nant-specific soil clean-up goals which are listed in the ROD (see Figure 2 for the estinated
area of excavation). Two sets of criteria were devel oped: one set for the surface soil to protect the nuseum
wor kers and one set for the subsurface soil to protect future construction workers.

Besi des being protective of people in direct contact with the soil, the soil clean-up | evels would al so
be protective of ground water (the contam nated soils act as a continuing source of contam nation to the
ground water). The subsurface soil criteria would apply fromthe two-foot depth to a clay lens identified
during the renedial investigation that is at various depths ranging from14 to 19 feet bel ow the ground
surface. By renoving contam nation to this depth (which is several feet below the water table), a significant
amount of NAPL naterial would be renoved.

The total estimated capital cost of this alternative is $10,500,000. There are no operation and
mai nt enance (O&%\V) costs associated with this alternative, so the present worth cost of this alternative is
al so $10, 500, 000. Conbined with the estinmated present worth cost of the ground water cleanup of $2,700, 000,
the overall estimated Site clean-up cost is $13,200, 000

Alternative #2: Gas Hol der Excavation and Soil Vapor Extraction (SVE)

Since there is no longer a need to protect a future construction worker due to the limtations on future
land use, the goal of this alternative would be to protect nmuseum workers fromsurficial soil contanination
and to prevent the soil contamination frombeing a potential and/or continuing source of ground water
contami nation. To protect the nmuseum workers from exposure to soil contami nation, the parking | ot would be
paved, thereby preventing contact with any contam nation. As an added benefit, the pavenent woul d al so
decrease the anount of infiltrating rain water, reducing the potential for contamination to mgrate to the
ground water.

Under this alternative, the tar-filled soil contained in the gas hol ders woul d be excavated 2 and
shipped off-site for thermal treatnment. Heavy contamination outside the gas hol ders woul d be addressed by SVE
(see Figure 2). SVE would renmove the nore volatile contam nants (which are also the nost nobile in ground
wat er) and woul d i ncrease the biodegradation of contam nants in the soil by pulling nmore oxygen bel ow the
surface. The SVE systemwould continue to operate until it was no |onger renoving contam nati on and was no
| onger ai di ng subsurface bi odegradation

The top several feet of the ground water aquifer which contains NAPL material would be addressed as part
of the ground water cleanup rather than excavated as in the original clean-up plan. This alternative al so
includes institutional controls (for exanple, the existing agreenent between the State of Del aware and
Chesapeake) to prevent future devel opment of the forner coal gas plant |location in a way that could harmthe
public.

The estimated capital cost of this alternative is $1,300,000. The present worth cost of the O&M portion
of this alternative is $200,000. The total estimated present worth cost of this alternative is $1, 500, 000.
Conbi ned with the estinmated present worth cost of the ground water cleanup of $2,700, 000, the overal
estimated Site cleanup cost is $4, 200, 000.

Al ternative #3: Mdified Soil Excavation

This alternative is the sane as Alternative #2 except that the soil contami nation just outside the gas
hol ders woul d be excavated and incinerated off-site rather than addressed by SVE (see Figure 2).



The cost of this alternative is $3,000,000 (there are no O&M costs associated with this alternative).
Conbi ned with the estimated present worth cost of the ground water renedy of $2,700,000, the overal
estimated Site clean-up cost is $5, 700, 000.

2 The gas hol ders are approxi mately 8-10 feet in depth.

3 The O&M cost estimate is based on operating the SVE systemfor four years with NAPL bei ng recovered
fromthe SVE wells for tw years

Eval uation of Alternatives

The above alternatives were evaluated in detail to determ ne which would be the nost effective in
achi eving the goal s of Superfund. EPA uses nine criteria to evaluate alternatives. These criteria are
summari zed in Table 1. The first two criteria (overall protection of human health and the environnent and
conpl i ance with ARARs [applicable and rel evant and appropriate requirenents]) are threshold criteria. The
sel ected cl eanup nust neet both of these threshold criteria (unless an ARAR wai ver is invoked). The next five
criteria (long-termeffectiveness and permanence; reduction of toxicity, nobility, or volume through
treatment; short-termeffectiveness; inplenentability; and cost) are the prinary balancing criteria. The
remaining two criteria (state and community acceptance) are referred to as nodifying criteria

The following is a brief conparative anal ysis of each alternative against the nine evaluation criteria.
Overall Protection of Human Heal th and the Environnent

Al three alternatives provide for the overall protection of human health and the environnent. Wth the
change in the future | and use assunption froma nmuseum expansion to a parking lot, there is no longer a
concern about construction worker exposure to the deeper soil contam nation. However, the deeper soi
contamination continues to act and/or potentially could act as a significant source of ground water
cont ani nati on

Each of the alternatives addresses the deeper soil as a source of ground water contamination, but in
varyi ng degrees. Each alternative renoves the worst contanination (that being in the gas hol ders). However,
Alternative #1 renoves significantly nore contam nation than the other two alternatives for several reasons:
1) since the goal of the original cleanup was to protect agai nst construction worker exposure to the deeper
soil contam nation, the clean-up criteria were lower than required to protect the ground water at this Site,
and 2) the required excavation extended into the top several feet of the water table to renove the NAPL
material that is perched on top of a clay |ens

Alternatives #2 and #3 woul d address the NAPL material on the clay lens by adding it to the rest of the
ground water cl eanup which includes attenpts to renove any nobile NAPL. EPA has determned that this would
adequately protect the ground water because it woul d reduce and/or elimnate the possibility of the NAPL
mgrating to parts of the aquifer which currently are not heavily contam nated with NAPL material, and
al t hough the renaining residual NAPL would continue to contribute to ground water contam nation, the
di ssol ved ground water plune in the vicinity of the NAPL woul d be captured in the containment wells that are
part of the ground water cleanup

Al ternative #3 addresses the vadose zone (the portion of soil between the ground surface and the water
table) soil contam nation in the same manner as Alternative #1 except the limts of excavation would be
significantly reduced since the goal of Alternative #3 is to only protect ground water rather than future
construction workers.

Al ternative #2 addresses the vadose zone soil contanination that is outside the gas hol ders through SVE
whi ch woul d renove the nost volatile and nmobile contam nants that can nost easily mgrate, not only to the
ground water, but in ground water

Conpl i ance with ARARs (Applicable and Rel evant and Appropriate Requiremnments)

Each alternative neets this threshold criterium The nmajor ARARs associated with these alternatives are
the National H storic Preservation Act (NHPA), the Resource Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA), and
Del awar e' s Hazardous Substance C eanup Act (HSCA). Many requirenents of the NHPA were net during the renedia
investigation and feasibility study (RI/FS) through cultural resource surveys. As part of Alternatives #1 and
#3, a data recovery operati on woul d be done at the begi nning of the excavation to gather archaeol ogi ca
information (the size of the recovery step would vary due to differences in the scope of the excavations).
Alternative #2 may al so require a data recovery step or may only require further work (but less intrusive) to
mtigate inmpacts to cultural resources

Sonme of the excavated soil may be RCRA-hazardous waste due to the | eachability of benzene. If so



on-site treatnment by stabilization would likely be necessary to render the waste non-hazardous. |If any of the
waste i s considered a RCRA-hazardous waste, all on-site treatnment, storage, and handling practices woul d be
done according to RCRA regul ations. Sone additional stabilization mght also be required in Alternative #1
because of the potential high water content of some of the soil. For Alternative #1, the main requirenent of
HSCA as it relates to this Site is that the clean-up criteria nmust be equal to or below the criteria provided
by DNREC for conpliance with HSCA. For Alternatives #2 and #3, the main requirenent is that the |and-use
restrictions contained in these alternatives nust be added to the deed of the property that is the |ocation
of the fornmer coal gas plant.

Due to the SVE, Alternative #2 nay require enission controls to neet State and Federal air regul ati ons
(for a complete list of the ARARs which apply to the soils portion of the selected remedy, see Table 2).

Long- Term Ef f ecti veness and Per manence

Alternative #1 offers the greatest degree of |long-termeffectiveness and permanence because it renoves
and destroys the nost contam nation and allows a w der range of uses of the land than the other two
alternatives. Mdst of the waste is also destroyed in Alternatives #2 and #3 because of the excavation of the
gas holders coupled with the off-site thernal destruction of the waste.

Reduction of Toxicity, Mbility, or Volune Through Treat ment
Each alternative offers significant reductions in toxicity, nmobility, and vol ume through treatnent.
Under each alternative, the nost contam nated soil, contained in the gas hol ders, would be renoved and woul d

undergo thermal treatnent that woul d destroy the contam nation.

Alternative #1 offers the largest reduction of toxicity, nobility, or volune through treatnent because
it has the largest volune of soil renoval, followed by Alternative #3. In Alternative #2, SVE will renove the

nost nobil e contam nants fromthe vadose zone soil. Alternatives #2 and #3 will remove any nobile NAPL bel ow
the water table by addressing this area along with the ground water remedy. Once any contamination is renoved
fromthe soil it would be di sposed of properly according to State and Federal regul ations.

Short-Term Ef f ecti veness

Each alternative will create significant short-terminpacts. The excavated soil wll be hauled off-site,
increasing truck traffic in Dover. The potential exists for adverse air enissions to come fromthe excavation
pit. Precautions will be taken to mninize such em ssions. The excavation will, at a mnimm use nost of the
parking area at the nmuseum and may di srupt nuseum operations. Alternative #2 ranks best by far regarding
short-term effectiveness because it involves the | east amount of excavation.

I npl emrentability

Each alternative is inplenentable, but Alternative #2 is nuch easier to inplenent than the other two
because the excavation is confined to the gas holders. The walls of the gas hol ders provide the stability
necessary to ensure there is not a cave-in. Aternatives #1 and #3 woul d require shoring of the sides of the
excavation pit or sloped sides that would require significant increases in the amount of excavated soil.

Since Alternative #2 requires the | east anmount of excavation, nore of the Site is available for
equi pnent staging and soil stabilization (to treat RCRA-hazardous soils). In a snall, confined site such as
this one, available work space is an inportant consideration.

Cost

The costs for the Site are directly proportional to how much soil is excavated. As a result, Aternative
#2 ($1,500,000) is the least costly followed by Alternative #3 ($3,000,000). Both of these alternatives are
nmuch | ess costly than Alternative #1 ($10,500,000). Note that the original estimate for Alternative #1 in the
August 16, 1994 ROD was $3, 300, 000. The new estinate of $10,500,000 is based on data collected since that ROD
was i ssued. To obtain the overall estinated Site clean-up cost for each alternative, add the estinated
present worth cost of the ground water cleanup ($2,700,000) to each of the figures cited above.

St at e Accept ance

DNREC, on behalf of the State of Del aware, has concurred with EPA's selection of Alternative #2 to
address the soil contamination at the Site (see attached letter).

Communi ty Accept ance

From vi ews expressed by the comunity at EPA's April 30, 1997 public neeting and by the Gty of Dover,



there is considerable support for EPA to change the future | and use assunption at the Site. Also, there were
no negative comrents received regarding EPA's preferred alternative (Alternative #2) at the Septenber 9, 1997
public neeting. Alternative #2 does the nost in limting disruption near the Site, maxim zing parking

avail ability, and reducing cost which appear to be the najor issues to the local comunity.

Conparison of Alternatives

Mbst of the conparison of alternatives hinges on how nmuch soil wll be excavated. Excavation of nore soil
does provide a higher degree of overall protection of human health and the environnent, as well as better
I ong-term effectiveness and permanence and greater reduction in toxicity, nobility, and vol une through
treatnent. However, short-terminpacts and the clean-up cost are directly proportional to the amount of soil
excavati on.

Each alternative provides for the overall protection of human health and the environment and conplies
with ARARS, yet Alternative #2 does so with the |east cost and the | east inpact to the |ocal community while
still offering a significant degree of long-termeffectiveness and pernmanence and reduction of toxicity,
nobi lity, and volune through treatment. Therefore, EPA has determined the Alternative #2 is the sel ected
r ermredy.

<I M5 SRC 98016A1>
<I M5 SRC 98016A2>
<I M5 SRC 98016A3>
<I M5 SRC 98016A4>

state additional renedial actions which shall be undertaken prior to a change in I and use whi ch woul d provide
for the overall protection of human health and the environnent.

2.6. Soil Vapor Extraction System

2.6.1. Soil vapor extraction shall be applied to the areas of the |location of the former coal gas pl ant
shown in Figure 2, Alternative #2. Note that six SVE wells for the |argest area have al ready been install ed.

2.6.2. The SVE systemshall be operated in such a manner as to ensure that there are no untreated zones
within the areas depicted in Figure 2, Alternative #2.

2.6.3. The SVE wells and any piping (between the wells or between the en ssions control equiprent and the
wel I's) shall be installed underground in such a nanner as to allow a parking ot to be constructed on top.
Vaults shall be installed around the wells, flush with the ground or pavenment surface, to protect the wells
and any piping and instrunentati on from vehicular traffic.

2.6.4. The em ssions fromthe SVE systens shall be treated with granul ated activated carbon (GAC) to
prevent, to the nmaxi numextent practicable, the transfer of contamnants to the air. The design and operation
of the systemshall include nonitoring, and/or other features, to denonstrate the successful control of the
SVE eni ssi ons.

2.6.5. The SVE systemshall continue to operate until NAPL recovery operations are conpleted and until
the nonitoring of extracted vapors (both contam nants and carbon di oxide) indicate that the SVE systemis
both renoving only insignificant anounts of contam nants and no | onger aiding in subsurface biodegradation.
The remedi al design, subject to EPA approval, shall outline the specific conpounds to be nonitored to
det erm ne when the SVE system can be turned off and shall specifically outline the vapor |levels at which the
systemcan be turned off. Due to the fact that vapor levels typically increase if the systemis not operated
for a period of time, the systemnust be restarted after sitting idle for one winter. If the system continues
to neet the criteria established during the renedial design to allow the systemto be turned off, the system
can be taken out of service. |If the vapor |evels rebound, the systemnust again be operated (until the vapors
neet the criteria established during the remedial design to allow the systemto be turned off) and then
allowed to sit through one winter. This process will continue until such a time as the vapors due not exceed
the criteria after restarting the system

2.6.6. Once the SVE system has been shut down for the last tine, the SVE wells shall be abandoned
according to DNREC regul ations to prevent themfrombeing a conduit of contami nation to the subsurface.

2.7. Parking Lot

2.7.1. A parking lot, paved with asphalt, shall be constructed at the |ocation of the forner coal gas
manuf acturing plant. The parking |ot shall cover the approximate area shown in Figure 2, Aternative #2.

2.7.2. The parking |l ot shall be designed in accordance with |ocal regulations and standard desi gn



paraneters for paving and traffic control. The parking | ot shall also be designed in conpliance, as
necessary, wWith the National H storic Preservation Act. The parking | ot designer shall discuss the design
paraneters with the property owner prior to initiation of the design. The property owner shall be allowed to
revi ew and comment on the design at appropriate tinmes as deternined by EPA. The design is subject to EPA' s
approval . Since the Cty of Dover has expressed a desire to potentially |ease a portion of this parking |ot
fromthe property owner, efforts shall be made during the design to reach agreement on this issue with the
Cty of Dover and the property owner. However, these efforts shall not result in increased parking | ot
construction costs (unless mutually agreed to by all parties involved in the design) and shall not cause a
delay in the construction schedul e.

3.1. Operations and M ntenance Pl an

3.1.1. An operations and nmai ntenance plan shall be devel oped and i npl enented for the ground-water

recovery system The plan shall include a list of all vendor-required maintenance activities.
3.1.2. The plan shall include a list of potential operations and mai ntenance probl ens and their proposed
sol uti on.
3.1.3. The plan shall include a list of all required inspections and general guidelines for the
i nspecti ons.
3.1.4. The plan shall include operating instructions.
3.1.5. The plan shall include reporting requirenents and forns.
3.1.6. The plan shall include health and safety requirenents.
3.1.7. The plan shall include a monitoring plan for the em ssions fromthe ground-water treatnent system
3.1.8. The plan shall include a waste managenent plan describing how treatnent wastes and/or recovered

NAPLs wi || be di sposed of.

3.1.9. Performance standards 3.1.1 to 3.1.8 are the minimumrequirenents of the operation and mai nt enance
plan. The plan, including all of the appropriate information, shall be submtted to EPA for approval

3.1.10. Al requirenents of the approved plan shall be carried out.

3.2. Erosion Control Plan

3.2.1. An erosion control plan shall be devel oped and i npl emented which outlines procedures to be used to
control transport of soil and sedinent due to erosion, to the naxi mum extent practicable and in accordance
with the ARARs in Table 2, for all activities which present the potential for transporting soils or
sedinents. This plan shall also include procedures to be used to properly control and di scharge stornwater
fromthe construction areas.

3.2.2. This plan shall be devel oped in accordance with State and | ocal regulations and shall be subnitted
to EPA for approval

3.3. Particulate Air Em ssions

3.3.1. Al renedial work shall be done in such a manner as to minimze transport of airborne particulate
em ssi ons.

3.3.2. As part of the renedial action health and safety plan, levels of particulate considered to pose an
unaccept abl e health risk shall be devel oped along with nonitoring requirenents to neasure particul ate counts.

3.3.3. Air nonitoring shall be done at appropriate tines to ensure protectiveness of human health

3.3.4. If the air nonitoring results indicate that particul ate counts are hi gh enough that EPA concl udes
that unacceptable health risks are posed to people on-site or off-site, appropriate nmeasures shall be taken
to reduce the particulate count to safe levels off-site, and either to reduce the particulate count to safe
levels on-site or to protect the workers through personal protective equi pnent.

3.4. \Waste Managenent Pl an

3.4.1. A waste nanagenent plan shall be devel oped, subnmtted to EPA for approval, and inplenented to



handl e any ot her wastes generated during renedial design or renedial action that have not previously had
wast e managenent performance standards set. The plan shall outline how all Federal, State, and | ocal
regulations will be conplied with.

3.5. ARARs

3.5.1. The selected renedy shall attain, at a mnimum all chenical, |ocation, and action specific ARARs
listed in Table 2 unless a statutory waiver is invoked by EPA

3.6. WUility Wrker R sk Assessnent

3.6.1. Arisk assessnment shall be prepared to determine if utility workers would be at risk from
installation and/or repair work to underground utilities at the location of the forner coal gas plant in
areas where the soil contamination is not being addressed by other parts of the selected renedy. The risk
assessnent in the remedial investigation shall be used as a guide for this risk assessment. The risk
assessnent shall be submitted to EPA for approval.

3.6.2. If the above risk assessnent shows that the workers would be at risk, the proper utility conpanies
shall be notified to take additional precautions to ensure the safety of their workers. EPA shall also
deternmine at that time if other renedial measures are necessary to protect any utility workers. This could
invol ve extra SVE wells or excavati on.

Statutory Deterninations

EPA's primary responsibility at Superfund sites is to undertake renedial actions that are protective of
human health and the environnent. In addition, Section 121 of CERCLA, 42 U S . C ° 9621, establishes several
other statutory requirenents and preferences. These requirenments specify that when conplete, the selected
remedi al action for each site nmust conply with applicable or relevant and appropriate environnmental standards
establ i shed under Federal and state environnental |aws (ARARS) unless a statutory waiver is invoked. The
sel ected renedy must al so be cost effective and utilize treatnent technol ogi es or resource recovery
technol ogi es to the maxi num extent practicable. Finally, the statute includes a preference for renedies that
permanently and significantly reduce the volune, toxicity or nobility of hazardous substances. The follow ng
sections discuss how, the selected renedy for this portion of the Site neets these statutory requirenents.

Protection of Human Heal th and the Environnent

The sel ected remedy provides overall protection of human health and the environnent. It protects hunman
heal th by:

. Pavi ng the parking ot to prevent contact with contam nated surface soils which
may pose a threat to museum workers after |ong-term exposure.

. Renmovi ng highly concentrated | evels of contam nation fromthe soil to help
reduce the possibility of the Frederica aquifer becom ng contam nated and t hereby
unusabl e as a drinking water source.

. Ensuring that there is no future construction at the Site which would pose a health
threat to construction workers.

The selected remedy will protect the environnent by renoving nost of the soil contamination that can be a
continuing source of contamnation to ground water, a natural resource.

Conpliance with Applicable or Rel evant and Appropriate Requirenents

The sel ected remedy, Alternative #2, shall attain all action, |location, and chem cal specific applicable
or relevant and appropriate requirenents for the Site which are listed in Table 2. Also included in the table
are criteria, advisories, or guidance to be considered (TBCs) for the inplenentation of this remedy.
Conpliance with the air em ssion regulations for the SVE systemw |l ensure that cross nedia transfers of
contam nants that are harnful to the public do not occur.

The substantive requirenents of the National H storic Preservation Act, as anended, (NHPA) shall be net.
Measures shall be taken to nmitigate any adverse inpacts to cultural resources that are included or eligible
for inclusion on the National Register of Hstoric Places. Also, consideration will be given to the design of
t he SVE equi pnent housing and the parking lot to ensure conpliance with the NHPA. The soil excavation, piping
installation, and the treatment plant construction are exanples of portions of the remedial action that have
the potential to inpact cultural resources. Measures will be taken to minimze and/or mtigate any adverse
i npacts.



Cost - Ef f ecti veness

Cost was a major factor in selecting the new renedy for the soil contamination at the Site. Alternative
#2 meets each of the threshold criteria, as do the other alternatives, but meets themat a substantially
reduced cost. Alternative #2 represents a $9.2 mllion savings fromthe original remedy (Alternative #1). As
aresult, Alternative #2 affords overall effectiveness proportionate to the cost and is the nost cost
effective alternative

Utilization of Permanent Solutions and Alternative Treatnent Technol ogies to the
Maxi mum Ext ent Practicable

EPA has determined that the selected remedy (Alternative #2) provides the best trade-off in terms of
l ong-term ef fectiveness and permanence; reduction in toxicity, nobility, or volume achieved through
treatnment; short-termeffectiveness; inplenentability; and cost; as well as considering the statutory
preference for treatnment as a principal elenent and considering State and community acceptance

Alternative #2 provides for destruction of the vast majority of the contam nation in the soil through
thermal destruction. If an industrial boiler is used to destroy the waste, the energy val ue of the
contami nation will be recovered. If a comrercial thernal desorption conpany is used to treat the soil, the
soi|l can be reused. The contami nation renmoved by the SVE systemw || also likely be destroyed thermally
(through regeneration of carbon used to absorb the contam nation in the off-gas fromthe SVE system

Preference for Treatnent as a Principal El enent

EPA has determ ned that the heavy deposits of coal tar and any NAPLs are principal threat wastes neani ng
that the material includes or contains hazardous substances, pollutants, or contamnants that act as a
reservoir for migration of contamnation to, for exanple, ground water. These principal threats are being
treated as part of the selected remedy. The heavy deposits of coal tar will be excavated and i nci nerated
off-site. Any nobile NAPLs that exist in the upper portion of the water table, below the |ocation of a former
coal gas plant, will be extracted fromthe ground water and undergo treatnent.

Docunent ati on of Significant Changes

The only significant change to the selected renedy in conparison to EPA's preferred alternative descri bed
in the August 29, 1997 Proposed Plan is the addition of the utility worker risk assessment. This addition is
in response to a question EPA received at the Proposed Plan public meeting. During the renedia
investigation, EPA evaluated potential risks to utility workers away fromthe | ocation of the forner coal gas
plant, but not at or near the location of the former coal gas plant. EPA anticipated at the time the original
ROD was issued, that infornation gained fromthe extensive excavation of Site soils would provide infornation
as to the contaninant |levels at or near the streets adjacent to the location of the former coal gas plant.
Since extensive excavation is no |onger occurring, there renmains the need to evaluate potential risks to
utility workers digging into soil at and i mediately adjacent to the location of the forner coal gas plant.



RESPONSI VENESS SUMVARY

Thi s Responsi veness Summary for the Dover Gas Light Co. Site has been prepared to respond to coments
recei ved by EPA, both oral and witten, regarding changes to the selected remedy which EPA originally
proposed on August 29, 1997 in a Proposed Renedial Action Plan (Proposed Plan). A nunber of the comrents
addr essed bel ow where received at a public neeting which EPA held on Septenber 9, 1997 to discuss the
proposed changes. Qther conments received at the public meeting, but which did not relate to the proposed
changes, are not addressed in the Responsiveness Summary. However, they were addressed at the public neeting,
a transcript of which can be found in the Adm nistrative Record.

The responses are divided into two groups: those that were received at the public meeting and those that
were received in witing.

Comrents fromthe Public Meeting

1. A question was asked about the nature of the contam nants and the potential harmto hunans that the
contam nants coul d cause.

EPA' s RESPONSE: The soil contam nation can be divided into two najor classes of chemicals: BTEX
(benzene, toluene, ethylbenzene, and xyl enes) which is a conponent of gasoline and PAHs (pol ynucl ear aromatic
hydr ocar bons) whi ch can be found in coal tar, roofing tar, and asphalt. Both of these classes of chemicals
can cause carci nogeni ¢ and non-carci nogeni ¢ i npacts to humans. See pages 5-10 of the August 16, 1994 RCOD for
a detailed description of the risks posed by the Site contam nation.

2. A question was asked about whether construction such as road repair work to streets adjacent to the
Site woul d present a hazard.

EPA' s RESPONSE: The Site does not present a hazard to workers performing road repair work. However,
workers installing and/or repairing utilities underground at the |ocation of the forner coal gas plant may
need to take extra safety precautions while performng their work. In response to this issue, a perfornance
standard has been added to the ROD Amendnent which addresses this potential. A risk assessnment shall be
perforned during the renedial design to determine if utility workers would be at risk, and if so, either
further renedial actions shall be required or the proper utility conpanies shall be notified to take
addi tional precautions to ensure the safety of their workers.

3. A question was asked about whether there would be air em ssions fromthe soil vapor extraction (SVE)
system and how t hey woul d be treated.

EPA' s RESPONSE: The em ssions fromthe SVE systemw || be treated by passing the vapor streamthrough
granul ated activated charcoal (GAC) which will absorb the contam nants.

A two-stage systemwill be enployed to ensure that contam nants are not rel eased to the environnent.

4. A question was asked about whether the SVE systemwould require an air pernit.

EPA's RESPONSE: A permit will not be required for the SVE system because pernits are not required for
work perforned entirely at a Superfund site. However, the technical requirenents of the | aws and regul ati ons
governing air pollution will be nmet to ensure the overall protection of human health and the environnent.

5. A question was asked about the I ength of operation of the SVE system

EPA' s RESPONSE: EPA estinmates that the SVE systemw || operate no |onger than five years. However, it
will operate until the performance standards identified in this ROD Arendnent have been achi eved.

6. A question was asked about what the SVE systemwould |ook like and if it would cause any obstructions
in the parking |ot.

EPA' s RESPONSE: The SVE system consists of wells and equi pnent to extract air fromthe ground through
these wells, as well as air treatnent equipnent. The systemwill also include piping to connect the wells and
the extraction equi pment. The wells and the piping will be underground, but the extraction and treatnent
equi pnrent will occupy a snall area of the parking |lot.

7. A question was asked about whether the contam nants have an odor.

EPA' s RESPONSE: The contami nants do have an odor. For exanple, one of the contam nants is naphthal ene
which is an ingredient in noth balls.



8. A question was asked about whether EPA is assured that soneone will accept the waste after it is
excavated, and in particular whether dean Earth of New Castle (a thernal treatnment facility for soils) has
been approved to treat the waste.

EPA' s RESPONSE: The contam nated soil that will be excavated is not an unusual waste stream There are
many di sposal facilities in the United States that could handl e this waste. EPA s review and approval of a
plan to dispose of the waste at a particular facility will take place during the renedial design. The
sel ected renedy does allow for the on-site treatment of the soil (for exanple, the stirring in of charcoal to
absorb benzene) to ensure the soil is not a hazardous waste as define by RCRA (the Resource Conservation and
Recovery Act) which may allow Cean Earth to treat the soil.

9. A gquestion was asked about what contam nants would be left at the Site after the cleanup

EPA' s RESPONSE: The same type of contanminants present at the Site today will be present at the Site once
the cleanup is conplete. However, the volune and | evels of contam nation will be significantly reduced by the
cl eanup. The contamination remaining at the Site will not pose a threat to human health or the environnent
once the cleanup is conplete as long as the land is used in accordance the Perfornmance Standards outlined in
this ROD Amendnent .

Witten Conmrents

10. One commentor stated that it was not necessary to treat the small areas at the north and south ends
of the Site using SVE. Informati on was provided to support the commentor's claimthat these areas were not
sufficiently contam nated to warrant SVE.

EPA' s RESPONSE: EPA has reviewed the submtted i nformati on which includes boring logs for soil borings
that were done during the renedial design (after the August 16, 1994 ROD). EPA continues to believe that the
two small areas at the north and south ends of the Site (near B-19 at the north end and near the east
entrance to the nuseumat the south end [see Figure 2]) warrant renediation using SVE

At the north end, the presence of contam nation is indicated by the H\Nu readi ngs (showi ng the presence of
organi c vapors) and the coal tar odor at boring B-19. Wile this boring nay be close to or within the
influence of other SVE wells, it is at best near the outer edge. EPA s experience with SVE, especially when
there are variations in the geology as at this Site, is that zones of influence of SVE wells are anything but
symetrical. By placing an SVE well at the location of B-19, there will be no question that this area wll
undergo treatment.

At the south end, the presence of contanination is indicated by the very high Hhu readi ngs (show ng the
presence of organic vapors) and the strong coal tar odor at boring B-7 (data collected during the renedial
investigation). Al though other nearby borings did not show these same types of readings, the contam nation
indicated by boring B-7 warrants renedi ati on.

Both of these areas are closer to potential exposure points than the large niddle area of the Site. The
south end is near the nuseum whi ch has a basenent and the north end is near the street where underground
utility work nmay take pl ace.



TABLE 1
EPA Criteria For Evaluating Alternatives

Threshold Oriteria

. Overal |l Protection of Human Health and the Environnent: Describes how an
alternative achieves and naintains protection of human health and the environment, and
how ri sks to human health and the environnent are elimnated, reduced, or controlled
through treatnent, engineering controls, or institutional controls.

. Conpl i ance with ARARs: Addresses whether an alternative will neet all of the
applicable or relevant and appropriate requirements (ARARS) of Federal and State
environnental |aws and/or justifies invoking a waiver.

Primary Balancing Oriteria
. Long- Term Ef f ecti veness and Pernmanence: Considers the ability of the cleanup to
maintain reliable protection of hunan health and the environnent over tinme once clean-

up goal s have been net.

. Reduction of Toxicity, Mbility, or Volume Through Treatnent: Describes the
performance of the treatment technol ogies that nay be enployed in an alternative.

. Short-Term Ef fecti veness: Exanmines the effectiveness of an alternative in protecting
human health and the environnent during the construction and inplenentation of the
cleanup, until the desired clean-up | evels are achieved

. I npl enentability: Evaluates the technical and administrative feasibility of an alternative
and the availability of required naterials and services

. Cost: Considers the capital, as well as operation and nai ntenance (O&\ costs of an
alternative.

Modi fying Oriteria

. State Acceptance: |Indicates whether the state agency, based on its review of the proposed
renmedy, concurs wth, opposes, or has no conmment regarding the clean-up plan

. Community Acceptance: A neasure of the comunity's general acceptance of the
cl ean-up pl an.



TABLE 2
Applicable or Rel evant and Appropriate Requirenents (ARARs)
And To Be Considered Material (TBCs) for the Soil Portion of the Selected Renedy
Dover Gas Light Co. Superfund Site

ARAR or TBC Legal Citation ARAR Requi rement Synopsi s Applicability to
Cl ass Sel ect ed Renmedy

. CHEM CAL SPECIFIC - Air

Del aware Ambient Air Quality Tide 7, Del aware Code, Ch Applicable Establ i shes ambient air quality standards. Applicable for potential releases from SVE, excavation work, or other
St andar ds 60, Regul ation 3, Section 6003 renedi al actions.

I'1. LOCATI ON SPECI FI C

National Historic Preservation 36 C.F.R °° 800.4(b-c), Appl i cabl e Requires renmedial action to take into account Steps nust be taken (including possible data recovery step prior to soil
Act of 1966, as amended 800. 4(e), 800.5(e), 800.9 effects on properties included on or eligible excavation) to mitigate adverse inpacts to cultural resources eligible for
for the National Register of Historic Places. the National Register of Historic Places fromthe soil excavation or the

installation of the SVE system

Only substantive requirements nmust be met.

Del awar e Regul ati ons Governi ng Del awar e Regul ations Rel evant and Institutional Controls nust be recorded on the The | and-use restrictions contained in this ROD Arendnment nust be

Hazar dous Substance Cl eanup Gover ni ng Hazar dous Appropriate deed. added to the deed of the property that is the location of the former coal
Substance Cl eanup, Section gas plant.
8.10

I11. ACTION SPECI FI C

A. Water
State of Del aware Regul ations State of Del aware Regul ations Applicable Contain requi renents governing the |ocation, Installation of any nonitoring and recovery wells and the abandonnent
Governing the Construction of Governing the Construction of design, installation, use, disinfection, of wells shall meet all substantive requirenents.
Water Wells, January 20, 1987 Water Wells, January 20, 1987 nodi fication, repair, and abandonment of all
Sections 3, 4, 5, 6, 7, 8, 9, 10 wel | s and associ at ed punpi ng equi pnent.
General Pretreatnment Regul ations 40 C.F.R ©°° 403.5, 403.6(c-e) Appl i cabl e Standards for discharge to POTW Appl i cabl e shoul d any extracted ground water and/or condensed water

vapor fromthe SVE system be discharged to a POTW



ARAR or TBC

B. Air

Control of Air Emissions from
Air Strippers at Superfund
Ground Water Sites, June 15,
1989 (EPA OSVER Directive
9355. 0- 28)

Del awar e Regul ations Governing
the Control of Air Pollution

C. Sedinments/Solids

Del awar e Sedi nent and
St or mwat er Regul ati ons
January 23, 1991

D. Waste Handling and
Di sposal

St andards Applicable to
Generators of Hazardous Waste

Standards for Owners and
Operators of Hazardous Waste
Treatnent, Storage, and Di sposal
Facilities (TSDF)

RCRA Requirenments for Use and
Management of Containers

RCRA Requirenents for Tank
Syst ens

Legal Citation ARAR
Cl ass
No Legal Citation To be
Consi der ed

Del awar e Regul ations
Governing the Control of Air
Pol | uti on Regul ations
Nunbers 2, 19, and 24

Applicabl e

Del awar e Sedi nent and

St or mwvat er Regul ati ons

January 23, 1991

Section 3, 6, 9, 10, 11, and 15

Applicable

Del awar e Regul ations

Gover ni ng Hazardous Waste,

°0 262.10(b), 262.11, 262. 34,
262.41

Applicable

Del awar e Regul ati ons
Governi ng Hazardous Waste.
°° 264.13-18, 264.30-37,
264.50- 56

Appl i cabl e

Del awar e Regul ations
Governi ng Hazardous Waste,
°° 264.170-177

Applicabl e

Del awar e Regul ations
Gover ni ng Hazardous Waster,
©0264.191-199

Applicable

Requi rement Synopsi s

Policy to guide the selection of controls for
air strippers at ground-water sites according
to the air quality status of the site's location

(i.e., ozone attai
area).

nment or non-attai nment

Sets forth the requirenent that a permt

necessary to operate an air stripper if
em ssions will exceed 2.5 | bs/day. Section 2

descri bes general

deal s with odor. Section 24 deals with

vol atile organic

conditions. Section 19

conpounds.

Establ i shes a statew de sedi nent and
st ormwat er managenent program

Establ i shes standards for generators of

hazar dous wastes
determi nation and

Regul ations for owners and operators of

includi ng waste
accunul ation times.

TSDFs whi ch define acceptabl e managenent
of hazardous wastes.

Requi renents for storage of hazardous waste

in storage contai

Requi rements for
hazar dous waster

ners.

storage or treatnent
in tank systens.

of

Applicability to
Sel ect ed Renedy

To be considered in determining if air em ssions controls are necessary
for the SVE system because Kent County is an ozone non-attai nnent

area. Sources nost in need of controls are those with enmissions rates in
excess of 3 Ibs./hour or 15 Ibs./day or a potential rate of 10 tons/year
of total VOCs.

If emnissions exceed 2.5 | bs/day then the substantive requirements of the
regul ation nust be net. In addition, the em ssions fromthe air stripper
nust nmeet the Anbient Air Quality Standards set forth in Regulation 3

of 7 Del aware Code, Chapter 60, Section 6003.

A stornwater and sedi nent nanagenent plan consistent with Del aware
requirements nust he devel oped and approved by EPA before
construction disturbing over 5,000 square feet of |and can begin.

Applicabl e during soil excavation and to operator(s) of the wastewater
treatment plant if the wastes generated are RCRA-hazardous wastes.

Applies to onsite recovery and treatnment systenms which handl e
hazardous waste including SVE, soil excavation, and debris cleaning

Applicable for tenporary storage containers and on-site treatnent
systems.

Applicable for onsite treatment systenms and tenporary storage tanks
cont ai ni ng hazardous wastes.



ARAR or TBC

RCRA Requirenents for Tank
Systens

RCRA Requirenments for Waste
Piles

RCRA Requirenents for Waste
Piles

I dentification and Listing of
Hazar dous Wastes

<I MG SRC 98016B>
<I MG SRC 98016C>
<I MG SRC 98016D>

Legal Citation ARAR
Cl ass

EPA regul ati ons, Applicabl e
40 C.F. R ©°° 264.190-196,
264.198-199
Del awar e Regul ations Applicabl e
Gover ni ng Hazardous Waste,
00 264.251, 264.254, 264.256-
257, 264.258(a)
EPA Regul ati ons, Applicable
40 C.F.R °° 264.251-254
Del awar e Regul ations Applicable

Gover ni ng Hazardous Wastes,
°° 261.20-24, 264.31, 261.33

Requi rement Synopsi s

Requirenents for storage or treatment of
hazardous waster in tank systens.

Requirenents for storage or treatment of
hazardous waste in waste piles.

Requi rements for storage or treatment of
hazardous waste in waste piles.

Identifies solid wastes which are regul ated as
hazar dous wastes.

Applicability to
Sel ect ed Renmedy

Applicable for onsite treatment systens and tenporary storage tanks

contai ni ng hazardous wastes.

Applicable for on-site storage and/or treatnment of excavated soil
soil is a hazardous waste.

Applicable for on-site storage and/or treatnent of excavated soil
soil is a hazardous waste.

Use to determi ne which materials to be disposed of are hazardous
wast es.

if

if

the

the



